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Significance of the Study
In the United States today there are over 8 million citizens on
public assistance1 and 2.4 million citizens living in public low-rent
housing.2 These citizens represent approximately 24 per cent of the
United States poverty population.
Responsible social planners and leaders cannot ignore the im
portance of the social and economic plight of this segment of the
American population. Planners and leaders must be aware of all of the
socio-economic ramifications caused by social welfare programs and they
must fully understand the possibilities of unanticipated consequences
that often occur as a result of such social welfare innovations. It
should be clearly understood that a continuous examination and review
of all aspects of such programs are necessary and vital for successful
co-existence of the individual and the program.
Questions should be raised at intervals to insure that success
ful cohabitation does exist. Answers should be sought in order to
Advisory Council on Public Welfare. "Having the Power, We Have
the Duty " Summary Recommendations to the Secretary of Health. Education
and Welfare (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, June 29,
1966).
department of Housing and Urban Development Housing Assistance
Administration, Statistics Branch, July 31, 1967.
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insure the protection of all parties involved and constructive action
taken to create a counterbalance between people and program.
This study will attempt to answer specific questions that were
raised by tenants of various public housing projects in Atlanta, Georgia
about rent charges as they relate to public assistance and public low-
rent housing projects policies. It also offers to check upon the
institutional practices and expose any injustices imposed upon the popu
lation involved in the study.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study is to find, through field investiga
tions, answers to the following questions.
1. Do welfare clients living in public housing pay
more rent than non-welfare clients living in
public housing?
2. Do welfare clients living in public housing re
ceive higher welfare grants than welfare clients
not living in public housing?
3. Are there inconsistencies in the rent charges
within given housing projects and among the dif
ferent projects?
Scope and Limitation
A sample was taken of three areas in which welfare clients are
living in private housing. These were selected sections along Gordon
Road, Northside Drive and Vine City. Six of the eight low-rent projects
of the Atlanta Housing Authority that furnished all utilities were
sampled. These were: Grady Ga. 6-4, John Hope Ga. 6-2, Eagan Ga. 6-5R1,
University 6a. 6-3, Herndon Ga. 6-5R2, and Techwood Ga. 6-9 Homes.
Information of individuals on some type of government sub
sistence was obtained from friends of these individuals and through
interviews of known welfare cases. No attempt was made to get such
information from public agencies.
Description of Methodology
The investigator used a variety of methodological approaches in
obtaining information about the subject. A close examination of regu
lations, procedures and documents of the Atlanta Housing Authority, a
study of the budgetary aspects of the Department of Family and Children
Services, depth interviews, interview schedules, observations and talks
with persons who relate to the subject. Seventy-seven interviews were
completed: Fifteen interviews with professionals and subprofessionals
that have a working knowledge of housing and welfare policies, and
sixty-two with welfare recipients living in public and private housing
in the Atlanta area which were randomly selected from a list of known
welfare recipients.
A careful study of the regulations, procedures and documents of
the Atlanta Housing Authority was conducted in order to enhance the
investigator's knowledge of how Atlanta Housing Authority housing rents
are determined. Three field trips were made to the central office of
the Housing Authority for clarification and interpretation of materials,
1Each public low-rent project is assigned a code number.
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A careful study was done of the budgetary policies of the Department of
Family and Children Services.
Heavy reliance was placed on unstructured interviewing and on a
structured interview schedule. The investigator is an experienced
interviewer and clearly understands the effectiveness of this tool in
obtaining information. Seventy-seven interviews were completed: Fifteen
unstructured interviews were accomplished with professionals and sub-
professionals that have a working knowledge of housing and welfare
policies, and sixty-two structured interviews with welfare recipients
living in public and private housing in the Atlanta area (see Table 1.).
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The investigator attempted to make himself available wherever and
whenever it was necessary to observe and learn of factors concerning his
subject. Tape recordings were made when they were permitted. Notes were
taken on preliminary observations in order to discuss them with others
for deeper insights.
There is general agreement that all data collection involves
establishing a relationship between the researcher and his subjects.
There is further agreement that the information elicited from a subject
is greatly shaped by the nature of that relationship, and the perceptions
and definitions embedded in it, . . . The importance of the perception of
the interviewer by the respondent is recognized as having considerable
impact upon the information elicited. As Maccoby points out, "The in
terviewer must occupy some role, whether he wishes to or not, and ...
therefore the research worker must be conscious of the various roles
possible and attempt to establish the role which will best further the
purposes of his study."2 Knowing that much of the information elicited
would be colored by the relationships developed with the respondents and
the role in which the researcher played, the investigator was concerned
about developing rapport and creating an atmosphere that would facili
tate spontaneous responses from the interviewee. Many respondents were
-'•Youth in the Ghetto: A Studv of the Consequence of Powerless-
ness and a Blueooint for Change (New York: Harlem Youth Opportunities
Unlimited, Inc., 1964), pp. 48-49.
2Eleanor Maccoby, "The Interview, A Tool of Social Science" in
Handbook of Social Psychology, ed. Gardner Lindsey. Reading: Addison-
Wesley Publishing Co., 1954, p. 463.
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reinterviewed once a spontaneous relationship was established in order
to clarify the original information and/or to check upon its validity.
Historical Background of the Study
The Social Security Act of 1935, which had origins in private,
local and state efforts, as well as the experience of European countries,
began the development of two major types of social welfare programs
throughout the United States.1 The two major programs were social
insurance and public assistance.
Social insurance, which is commonly known as "social security"
was concerned with the regular payments related to earnings or wages to
the Federal or State governments by workers, employers and the self-
employed in which the government would act as trustees to invest the pay
ments from the proceeds pay benefits to those eligible under certain
conditions.
Public assistance, however, is program where the Federal Government
supplements State funds, according to a formula to pay for the support
and care of the aged, the blind, the permanently and totally disabled,
and dependent children.
Public assistance began in Georgia and Fulton County in 1937, for
several years prior thereto federal, state and local governmental units,
under varying patterns of organizations and financing, attempted to
alleviate the distress and economic need of a large segment of the
National Association of Social Workers. The Public Welfare
Crisis In the Nation's Capital. A Call to the Conscience of the Com-
mity (Annadale: Turnpike Press, Inc., 1966), p. 12.mu
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population caused by the national depression. In 1931 an Emergency
Relief Committee was established in Fulton County through which funds
from private contributors and appropriations by Fulton County and the
City of Atlanta, were administered by twenty-two private agencies.
Subsequently, in the years 1932-34 through the operation of the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation and Federal Emergency Relief
Administration organizations established by the Federal Government, to
which the City of Atlanta and Fulton County also contributed matching
funds approximating $65,000 monthly, financial assistance was given to
the "needy unemployed as well as physically unemployable."
In accordance with special State legislation a Fulton County
2
Board of Public Welfare was established on February 1, 1935.
In 1966, the Department of Family and Children Services of Fulton
County provided for a monthly average of 18,082 cases at an average
cost of 1.3 million dollars per month. According to its 1966 Annual
Report which includes welfare grants, services and administrative cost,
Fulton County paid an average of $72.00 a month for the basic sub
sistence per welfare case carried on its roll.
The United States Housing Act of 1937 created still another major
program that was concerned with the social welfare throughout the United
1Ibid., p. 14.
2Fulton County Department of Public Welfare, Historical Exper
iences in Public Welfare. 1937-1957. Annual Report (Atlanta: Dickson s,
Inc., 1957), p. 1.
3Fulton County Department of Family and Children Services, Ten
Plus one. Annual Report (Atlanta: Fulton County Department of Family and
Children Services, 1966), p. 23.
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States. The 1937 housing act, by providing a formula for the use of
public power and public money to underwrite local public housing pro
grams, not only signalled the construction crews to move in, but also
gave substance to an intricate network of social, economic, archi
tectural, and political theory that had been in the making in major
cities across the United States for 50 years and more.
According to McGuire the major accomplishments of the Act were
felt to have been:
1. Establishment of the first permanent federal agency in
behalf of low-cost subsidized housing (the United
States Housing Authority -- USHA);
2. Establishment of the principle of federal loans to
local housing authorities to finance projects;
authorization was given to USHA to issue bonds up
to the amount of 500 million dollars, for terms up
to 60 years, to enable it to lend the local housing
authorities up to 90 per cent of the cost of approved
projects;
3. Establishment of slum clearance as a public function:
for every public housing unit built, a slum unit must
be removed;
4. Establishment of the principle of charging rent in
relation to the income of the tenant's income as the
basis for eligibility for occupancy;
5. Establishment of the principle of annual federal sub
sidies to make up the difference between what a low-
income tenant pays in rent and what it costs to pro
vide the dwelling unit;
6. Establishment of the policy of local tax exemption as
a local means of subsidizing the low-income family;
1Marie C. McGuire, "Legislative History of Public Housing
Traced Through 25 Years," Journal of Housing. XIX (October, 1962),
431.
7. Establishment of the principles of local responsi
bility for planning, building, and managing federally
subsidized housing.*
After Congress passed its epoch-making Housing Act in September
1937, the City of Atlanta quickly responded by creating the Atlanta
Housing Authority in 1938. The Authority was organized as a non-profit
corporation. Operating under the State Housing Law, it is subject to
Federal laws and regulations as any private corporation would be subject
to them if it borrowed money from the federal government. It is purely
a local organization - created by the City of Atlanta and authorized
by housing laws of the State of Georgia, with financial assistance
from the federal government, for two purposes.
1. To provide decent, safe and sanitary housing at
rental low-income families can afford; and
2. To help eliminate slums and blight in certain
designated urban renewal areas through redevelop
ment and rehabilitation.2
Although the United States Housing Act wasn't passed until 1937,
Atlanta developed the first low-rent public housing in the nation in
1936. Atlanta's Techwood Homes made history as an experimental housing
project completed by the Public Works Administration. It was a
momentous day in mid-summer when the 604 units were completed and some
1800 individuals moved from the squalor of blighted neighborhoods into
the pleasing atmosphere of the carefully designed Techwood Homes. Not
1Ibid., p. 436.
2Atlanta Housing Authority, Resurgens (Atlanta: Atlanta Housing
Authority, 1966), p. 2.
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quite a year later, University Homes were completed with 675 apartments
providing housing for almost 2000 people.
Today . . . almost 30 years after these initial developments . .
Atlanta has fifteen public housing developments which provide low-rent
facilities for 30,444 people with a budget of 71.1 million dollars
2
annually.
Definitions of Important Terms
and Concepts
The significant terms and concepts used in this study were:
1. Welfare Client - any person and/or family receiving
financial aid from Fulton County and/or Georgia
State public assistance programs.
2. Non-Welfare Client and Non-Welfare Occupant - any
person and/or family living in low-rent public
housing that are not receiving financial aid from
any county or state assistance programs.
3. Welfare rent - Rent paid by welfare clients living
in public and private housing.
4. Special Utilities included Maximum Shelter Recipients in
Welfare in Housing Autho- Payment household
Rent _ rity's Rent + x
Number in Household
5. Non-Welfare rent - Rent paid by non-welfare clients
living in low-rent public housing which is figured
from the ATLANTA HOUSING AUTHORITY'S SCHEDULE OF
RENTS.
6. Household size - The number of welfare recipients on
welfare living in one household.





4:4 = Four welfare recipients in a household
of four.
3:4 = Three welfare recipients in a household
of four.
3:3 = Three welfare recipients in a household of
three.
2:3 = Two welfare recipients in a household of
three.
2:2 = Two welfare recipients in a household of
two.
1:2 = One welfare recipient in a household of
two.
1:1 = One welfare recipient in a household of
one.
7. Grant Income - Income derived from public assistance
grants.
8. Source Type - The grant income may be a combination of
grants, i.e., AFDC and AD or it may be from a single
source, i.e., AFDG or AD. Combination source grants
are identified by the sign (+) and single source
grants are identified by the sign (-).
9. Excess utility charge. A charge levied against occu
pants in low-rent public housing projects where
utilities are furnished for using more gas and electri
city than allotted their apartment during a three
month period.
10. Apartment sizes - Apartments are so classified accord
ing to the number of bedrooms in each unit. BR equals
bedroom.
OBR - No bedroom, an utility apartment, two rooms.
1BR - One bedroom apartment, three rooms.
2BR - Two bedroom apartment, four rooms.
3BR - Three bedroom apartment, five rooms.
12
11. OAA - Old Age Assistance
12. AD - Aid to the Disabled
13. AFDC - Aid to Families of Dependent Children
14. AB - Aid to the Blind
15. AHA - Atlanta Housing Authority
16. USHA - United States Housing Authority
CHAPTER II
THE ANALYSIS
Welfare Rent Versus Non-Welfare Rent
Of the total population examined by the investigator, it was de
monstrated that welfare clients living in public housing where all
utilities are furnished pay more rent than non-welfare clients living
in the same type of public housing. The median rent for occupants of
public housing welfare is $32.00 per month, while the median rent for
non-welfare occupants is $20.00 per month. Welfare clients in the sample
of this study pay 60 per cent more for rent than non-welfare residents
in the sample who also live in low-rent public housing.
In Table 2, which compares welfare and non-welfare rents, indi
cates that welfare rents are always higher, except where the minimum
rent of $20.00 is charged. It is clear from Table 2, that welfare
clients invariably pay as much or more than non-welfare clients.
Why do welfare clients pay more rent than non-welfare clients?
The reason welfare clients pay more rent results from an agree
ment between the Public Housing Administration, a federal agency, and
the Georgia State Department of Family and Children Services.
In a letter dated September 21, 1964, from E. J. Moyle, Assis
tant Regional Director for Management of the Public Housing Adminstra-
tion addressed: To All Local Housing Authorities in Georgia on the
13
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A COMPARISON OF WELFARE AND NON-WELFARE RENTS IN
ATLANTA HOUSING AUTHORITY LOW-RENT HOUSING
































































































































































































































Subject of "Special Welfare Rents on an Individual Cases Basis." It
states that . . .
15
"Procedures and instructions issued by the State Depart
ment of Family and Children Services on December 23,
1963, have recently been revised to simpliy the estab
lishment of special welfare rents for recipients living
in low-rent housing projects.
"Briefly, county welfare directors are still directed to
cooperate with local housing authorities in the estab
lishment of rents on an individual case basis for
recipients living in low-rent housing projects; however,
they are now instructed to include allowances for
utilities, either in the amount for rent where the
utility if furnished by the project, or as a necessity
if the utility is not furnished by the project."
Housing Rents;
Rents for low-rent housing projects are computed either by the
Housing Authority from a SCHEDULE OF RENTS based on the highest annual
net family income, for non-welfare rents, or figured in instances where
the resident is a welfare recipient by a DFCS caseworker.
Non-Welfare Rents:
Non-welfare rent is computed from a standard SCHEDULE OF RENTS
based on the highest annual net family income for an individual or
family income for an individual or family who has income from sources
other than the State Department of Family and Children Services.
Welfare Rents;
In the case where a welfare recipient is living in low-rent
housing, his rent is figured by a DFCS caseworker. The rent that the
welfare recipient pays is termed, "Special Welfare Rent." It is so
called because of the way it is figured which resulted from the agree
ment between the Public Housing Adminstration and the State Department
of Family and Children Services.
16
What is Special Welfare Rent?
In a letter from the Public Housing Administration addressed to
all local housing authorities in Georgia, instructions indicated that
special welfare rent may be computed by the welfare agency as follows:
Their fixed amount for food, clothing, miscellaneous
items, utilities not furnished by the project and
other allowables, will be totalled first. If the
sum of the 'Necessary1 items and the maximums for
shelter, plus project-furnished utilities exceeds
their maximum grant for that particular family, the
amount for rent will be reduced to a point where
their maximum grant will not be exceeded. If the
resultant amount for rent is less than would be war
ranted using your regular rent schedule, the rent
would be determined from the regular rent schedule.
However, if it is higher than the rent warranted by
your regular rent schedule, then the higher amount
would be charged and the welfare agency would include
that amount in their budget and grant for contract
rent. In no event may a special welfare rent be less
than the authority's established minimum rent.*
What this means is when a budget of a welfare client is figured,
always using the maximum allowable figure for rent according to that
family size, money that is not allotted to the family (money in which
they are not eligible, e.g., utilities in the case where utilities are
furnished) is then added to the recent figure. This money (the dif
ference between what the family is entitled and the maximum grant for
that family) is consumed as rent, payable to the Housing Authority.
The way special welfare rent is figured conforms to the follow
ing formula:
■''Letter from E. J. Moyle, Assistant Regional Director for
Management of the Public Housing Administration addressed: To All
Local Housing Authorities in Georgia, September 21, 1964.
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Special Utilities included in Maximum Recipients
Welfare Housing Authority's Rent Shelter in
Rent = + Payment x Household
Number in Household
To clearly understand special welfare rent, one should have a
working knowledge of the budgetary aspects of the Department of Family
and Children Services .
To further explain how special welfare rents works, the investiga
tor will present a typical budget in order to demonstrate how it is
figured:
The budget: Two in a household of two . . . (2:2)
$ 76.00 Food
9.50 Clothing






33.00 Maximum shelter allowance
Total $141.00
In a family where two people, husband and wife, are receiving
welfare payments, Aid to the Blind and Aid to the Disabled (AB and AD)
the budget is figured as shown above. They are entitled only to that
part of the budget which affects them. If they are housed where no
utilities are charged, that allotment is left out of their payment. It
is important to know that they are allowed money only for their actual
needs, not to exceed a specified maximum. Each person, however, can
receive a maximum of $80.00 a month, according to the regulations for
these two grants (AB and AD), therefore two persons, based on that regu
lation, can receive a maximum of $160.00 a month.
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It is evident that in the budget for two in a household of two,
each person is not receiving the maximum allotment. In fact, each is
receiving $70.65 — $9.35 less than if they were receiving the maximum
grant.
The utilization of this $9.35 ($18.70 for two in a household of
two) is, as the investigator views it, the main reason for special wel
fare rents. This money (the difference between what the family is
entitled and the maximum grant for that family) is used to subsidize the
salaries of the personnel of the Atlanta Housing Authority.
The rent figured by the special welfare rent method will then
be $33.00 plus $18.70 . . . $51.70, instead of the actual cost of the
housing unit based on family net income. The new budget figured for the












Figuring a person's budget in this manner, does not affect the
"money in hand" of the recipients. They still receive the same amount
for their use; however, it is unfortunate that this process confuses
the clients who are unable to understand the difference in rent paid by
them and rent paid by their friends that are living in identical housing
units with similar family situations.
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If one understands how special welfare rents is figured, the
reason should be obvious as to why welfare clients living in low-rent
housing pay more rent than non-welfare residents. The investigator,
however, for further clarification will relate a true case as an example
and compare budgets to illustrate why welfare clients rents are higher.
Although the illustration will show an obvious difference, it
is important to know that the client's share of the grant (that which
he received) is not affected by special welfare rent. Special welfare
rent is money that is allocated to clients for rent beyond what they
would ordinarily receive according to regulations. It is, in fact,
money that the client is not entitled to according to need, however,
it is money that the public welfare agency can legally grant if it
desires to clients.
THE McINTYRE CASE
Mr. and Mrs. Mclntyre lived for years in one of the natu
ral neighborhoods in Atlanta, Georgia. They could be
pointed to as a proud and beneficial member of their com
munity. They had a place in their community and were known
for their sincerity, interest and willingness to lend a
helping hand throughout their neighborhood.
Mrs. Mclntyre is a thin, frail, middle-age lady with a
friendly warm smile and soft feminine handshake. She spoke
in a quiet manner. It was hard to detect that she was
blind because her eyes seem to follow the conversation
around the room, detecting the very slightest sound and
anticipating the change in the rhythm of the conversation.
Mr. Mclntyre is a tall, hefty man with huge hands that
were rough from working as a laborer for many years.
He had a broad smile that accented his slightly protruding
eyes that seem watery enough to shed tears.
'Poor ole man can't stand up long any more . . . you
don't mind if I sit down do you?' Mr. Mclntyre said.
Have to get welfare 'cause of my back and also 'cause I
20
had a touch of tuberculosis ... I just can't go on any
more like I use to. In fact, he continued, me and my wife
both gets a welfare check ... a hundred and forty-four
dollars a month . . . that is the both of us get that to
gether. She's blind, you know! Most people can't tell
it until she moves around. Why . . . when we lived over
on street, my wife could do all the shopping at
the corner, cook, do housework and get around just about
as good as I could.
We hated to leave that place, Mrs. Mclntyre chimed in.
All of our friends live over there. Of course we held out
until my husband here just couldn't go anymore. The Grady
doctor told him that he had TB and a bad back and for him
to quit work unless . . . (she choked with expression of
which the final words did not come out). Of course with
us both on the welfare now ... it ain't too bad.
Over on street the rent was just getting too
much to pay any more, so we put in for the projects and
we got it ... although we didn't get in the one we wanted.
Anyway, the manager said our rent would just be twenty-nine
dollars a month. That's much better than where we use to
live. I guess the house was getting a little run down any
way.
The Mclntyre's case is cited as a illustrative example that de
monstrates the welfare rent and the non-welfare rent of occupants
living in public housing.
Mr. and Mrs. Mclntyre, on getting accepted into one of Atlanta's
low-rent housing projects where utilities are furnished, stated that
they had a family monthly income of one hundred and forty-four dollars.
The yearly income was computed ($1728.00) and the rent was determined
as twenty-nine ($29.00) dollars per month which included all utilities.
This figure, ($29.00), for rent was determined using the SCHEDULE OF
RENTS of the Atlanta Housing Authority which is based on the highest
annual net income. The Mclntyre's rent was determined as if they were
non-welfare occupants. The management of this project made a mistake,
they overlooked the fact that Mr. and Mrs. Mclntyre's source of income
21
TABLE 3
A COMPARISON OF THE McINTYRE'S MONTHLY BUDGET FOR






















was the Department of Family and Children Services. In calculating the
amount of rent the Atlanta Housing Authority had mistakenly assumed that
the Mclntyre family was a non-welfare occupant.
Because his family had a change of address, Mr. Mclntyre con
tacted his caseworker. The caseworker knowing that the Mclntyre's
budget had to be refigured, followed through and figured Budget A using
the Atlanta Housing Authority's stated figure ($29.00) for rent. It
was later pointed out to the caseworker that no consideration was given
to the client for living in public housing and also that the special
welfare regulation was applicable. A new and corrected budget was
figured, Budget B_. Budget A represented the Mclntyre's as non-welfare
occupants, while Budget B_ represents them as welfare clients.
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In Budget A , one will notice that the total is $144.00, while
Budget JB has a total of $160.00, an obvious difference of $16.00.
Between Budget A and J5 there are two changes. In Budget J5 an allowance
for utilities ($12.80) is included plus the allowance for rent was upped
from $29.00 to $32.70. Within these two changes one can find a $16.00
difference. This $16.00 represents the difference between the first
budget's rent (before total is rounded off to $144.00) and the second
budget's rent (the utilities allowance plus the maximum shelter payment).
This new special rent, however, does not affect the "money in
hand" of the recipients. They still receive the same amount for their
use from both budgets. It is important to note that rent is a fixed
monthly expense that is payable to the Atlanta Housing Authority, be it
$29.99 or $45.50, it does not affect the client's usable money in that
it is allocated to him in his welfare payment. Although it does not
affect the usable money of the client, it does, however, tend to add to
confusion of rent payments because of the varied charges for identical
family cases and housing units. Although the clients received their
rent in their welfare checks each month, the rent is so predetermined
that in affect the client is just a medium by which funds are legally
transferred from public welfare to public housing.
In Budget A and B the subtotal indicates the "money in hand" or
usable money of which the family has any resemblence of controlling.
This money is the only income that they technically manage each month.
In both budgets the amount is $114.50. (An allowance of $19,00 is made
to this family because of tuberculosis -TB/2, food $76.00, clothing
$9.50 and medicien chest and incidentals $10.00, total $114.50).
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TABLE 4
A COMPARISON OF THE McINTYRE'S WELFARE AND
NON-WELFARE RENT IN A PUBLIC LOW-RENT
HOUSING PROJECT
Household Income Rent Rent Per Cent Dif-
Size Month Year (Welfare) Housing Authority ference Between
(non-welfare) Welfare and Non-
Welfare Rents
2:2 $144 $1728 $45.50 $29.90 57 per cent
In placing the Mclntyre's case in the example chart above, which
compares the welfare and non-welfare rents in Atlanta Housing Authority
low-rent housing projects where all utilities are furnished (see Table
2), it is obvious that when rent is figured according to the Atlanta
Housing Authority, the rent is much lower than the rent when figured by
the Department of Family and Children Services. In fact, rent paid by
the Mclntyres as welfare recipients was 57 per cent more than rent paid
them as non-welfare occupants. This figure compares with the previous
finding that welfare clients pay 60 per cent more rent than non-welfare
residents living in low-rent public housing.
It is imperative, however, to have a clear understanding of how
this rent is figured, and to realize that it does not affect the finan
cial status of the welfare recipient. It does, however, supplement and
enhance the financial status of the Atlanta Housing Authority.
WELFARE GRANTS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE HOUSING
In Table 5, the grants in private housing range from a maximum of



















































































































































































nation of grants to a minimum of $65.00 for a single person with a
single source grant.
Table 5 shows that when twenty-two welfare grants (44 cases) in
public housing are matched and compared with twenty-two grants in pri
vate housing in terms of the total number of family members and the
number of family members on welfare, the public housing grants tended
to be larger than the private housing grants.
TABLE 6
WELFARE GRANTS OF MATCHED FAMILIES LIVING
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE HOUSING
Number of Larger Per Cent of Larger
Grants Grants
Public Housing 10 45 per cent
Private Housing 7 32 per cent
Even 5 23 per cent
22 100 per cent
Forty-five per cent of the total grants that were matched and
compared belonged to families on welfare living in public housing. Of
the total, 32 per cent belonged to families on welfare living in private
housing. Twenty-three per cent were rated even.
Welfare clients living in public housing whose utilities were
furnished on a whole, receive slightly higher grants than welfare
clients not living in private housing. The data collected in this study
26
demonstrates that the median grant for respondents in public housing is
$92.00 while the median grant for respondents in private housing is
$86.00.
Although the grants are slightly higher for those living in pub
lic housing, on a whole, it is reasonably certain that because of the
special welfare rent for welfare clients only, the money in hand bene
fits are the same.
TABLE 7
A FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF WELFARE GRANTS IN











































The modal interval for respondents in public housing is $90-119
dollars while the modal interval for respondents in private housing is
$70-89 dollars.
The comparison of these "middle grants" is important because of
the way special welfare rent affects the appearance of the welfare grant
picture. The way the "special welfare rent" is figured adds to the over
all grant, however, it does not directly benefit the client because the
"excess" moeny that he is not entitled to is added to his grant as rent
and cannot be utilized by the client for any other purpose.
Considering the number of "middle" grants for clients in private
housing and the special welfare rent arrangement, the investigator
reasons that welfare clients living in private housing tend to have more
money to manage in their own behalf than welfare clients living in low-
rent housing projects.
Combination and Single Source
Grants
In organizing and matching cases for the comparisons of welfare
grants in public and private housing one other relationship was evident.
Whenever matched cases were compared, and one family had a combination
of grants, their grant income was always slightly higher than the family
with a single source of income. That is, when the family and/or case
worker could combine different grants, such as OAA and AD, or AFDC and
AD, or AFDC and OAA, the total amount of money in grants would always be
higher than a single source grant for a family.
Table 8 indicates that combination source grants of matched
cases are always higher than single source grants. Combination source
28
TABLE 8
A COMPARISON OF COMBINATION AND SINGLE SOURCE GRANTS







































































grants range from 9 per cent to 127 per cent more than single source
grants. The median combination source grant was $115.00 per month,
while the median single source grant for welfare clients was $80.00 per
month.
The investigator, through interviewing, also found that there
were a general lack of understanding about the sources of welfare grants.
There was a general expression of acceptance that they weare "on the wel
fare." Many knew nothing of the different kinds of welfare programs.
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It was generally expressed by those with singel source grants that they
were getting the welfare check. When the investigator probed into this,
"the welfare check answer," he discovered that many were under the im
pression that they were entitled to only one check. Interviewees that
were responsive and showed a general awareness to the different welfare
programs were usually receiving grants from more than one source.
The overall implications that can be drawn from this experience
points to the lack of interest and educational know-how on the part of
the client and/or a poorly implemented information and educational pro
gram by the State Department of Family and Children Services.
RENT CHARGES AMONG LOW-RENT HOUSING PROJECTS
There are inconsistencies in rent charges in Atlanta's low-rent
housing projects where all utilities are furnished. There are inconsis
tencies within the same project as well as among different projects.
Table 9, which compares the rent charges in these housing projects,
shows that there are three major inconsistencies.
These three major inconsistencies as pointed out in Table 9 are:
1. The rents for housing units according to family size
and apartment size were inconsistent.
a. Families with matched situations and family
members occupy different size housing units
and paid different rents.
b. Some smaller families are occupying larger
apartments and paying less rent than larger
families.
2. The determination of rent charges were inconsistent.
a. Families with the same annual net income pay
different rent charges.
30
A COMPARISON OF RENT CHARGES IN LOW-RENT HOUSING























































































































































































































































b. Frequently families with higher incomes pay
less rent than same size family with lower
income, even when their income sources are
identical.
c. Occupants who live in smaller apartments (OBR
and 1BR) tend to pay the same amount for rent
as occupants of larger apartments.
d. Welfare occupants pay more money for rent than
non-welfare occupants for the same type of
housing units. The median rent for occupants
on welfare is $32.00 a month, while the median
rent for non-welfare occupants is $20.00 a
month.
3. There were inconsistencies in the per cent of annual
income charged for rent.
a. Rent charges range from 16 to 44 per cent of
annual net income for occupants living in low-
rent housing projects where all utilities are
furnished.
b. Occupants who live in smaller apartments (OBR
and 1BR) tend to pay a larger percentage of
their income for rent than occupants who live
in larger apartments.
The source of these inconsistencies listed above, exist because
of the attitudes, life experiences and job interpretation of the in
dividual Atlanta Housing Authority manager. These factors coupled with
the flexibility in which the annual net family income is computed, and
the absolute authority afforded to the manager over the occupants within
the project under his management allows and invites inconsistencies.
These inconsistencies, however, are not always to the disadvant
age of the occupants. In fact some show definite advantages for the
occupants. Interpreted negatively the inconsistencies appear to be un
fair to the group on a whole, however, interpreted positively, it would
indicate a humanization of a highly bureaucratic social welfare insti-
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tution. This statement is based on the assumption that housing managers
will make decisions, at times, contrary to policies in order to help
residents make successful adjustments.
Excess Utility Charges
A factor that is not technically considered a part of the rent,
although it is paid along with it and contributes to inconsistent rent
charges, is the charges for excess utilities.
There is an allowance for each apartment for utilities. The al
lowance is determined basically according to the size of the apartment.
Allowances are prorated quarterly with compensations for seasonal clima
tic changes. Some considerations are given to the position of certain
apartments in determining the utility allowance. It takes more gas to
heat an apartment when it is an end or outside apartment unit than if
the apartment is located in the middle or inside of the same unit.
Therefore, gas allowances differ also according to position of an apart
ment within apartment units and are prorated accordingly.
If it is understood that there are certain prorated allowances
for utilities for each apartment based on a fixed scale, then excess
utility charges should be self-evident. Excess utilities, then are con
sidered by the Atlanta Housing Authority as that amount of utilities
consumed over and above the quarterly allowance for a certain size
apartment. Few tenants escape an excess charge each quarter.
Gas and electric utility meters are read quarterly and if they
exceed the allowances for that quarter (see Table 10) an excess utility
charge is levied against the tenant. Any part of a 1,000 cubic feet of
TABLE 8
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gas over the allowance for an apartment will cost the tenant $.70 per
1,000 cubic feet and for every kilowatt hour over the allowance for
electricity, the tenant would be charged $.02 per kilowatt hour. There
is no excess charge for water.
Table 10 shows the allowances for electricity and gas. The kilo
watts and cubic feet are translated into money in order to allow some
idea of their monetary value. According to the Atlanta Housing Authority,
the figures in this table for the allowances are based on the operating
experiences regarding utilities. The investigator, however, finds an
unrealistic picture and quite an inadequate estimate for a utility con
sumption scale. From experience, the investigator would consider it
unrealistic to allow only $10.00 a month for utilities for a two bedroom
apartment. It is unrealistic to think that a family of three or four
could cook, keep warm, keep clean, furnish proper lighting and even be
healthy on $10.00 a month for gas utility during a winter quarter.
Table 10 shows that during the first quarter (January, February, March),
a family living in a two bedriin (2BR) inside apartment is expected to
live within an allowance of 4,150 cubic feet of gas. This allowance when
translated into money is worth $29.05. What this means is that the
family is allowed $9.35 per month ($29.05 * 3) for gas utility during
the months of January, February and March. It is very unrealistic to
consider this amount as an adequate allowance for the gas utility. A
careful study should be made of the gas utilities and a more realistic
amount for each quarter should be allotted, or the housing department
should seriously consider getting out of the public utility business.
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TABLE 11



















































































































































Table 11 shows the amount of money allotted monthly to occupants
living in low-rent public housing where all utilities are furnished for
gas allowances. The allowances are prorated according to the size of
the apartment, its position (inside or outside) in the apartment build
ing and by the seasons of the year, which are grouped to depict four
quarters in a year. This gas allowance is included in the monthly rent
charge.
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Gas allowances range from $1.49 in the summer for utility apart
ments (OBR) to $14.00 for large five room apartments (3BR), in the
winter. If the reader examines Table 11 closely it will become obvious
that the amount of money allocated for gas is inadequate. For example,
$3.00 is a very unrealistic amount of money for one month electricity
for a two bedroom apartment.
TABLE 12
MONTHLY ELECTRICITY ALLOWANCES IN DOLLARS
APARTMENT SIZE













Table 12 shows the amount of money allotted monthly to occupants






































electricity allowance. The allowances are prorated according to the
size of the apartment only. This amount is included in the monthly
rent.
Electricity allowances range from $1.77 for the utility apart
ments (OBR) to $3.67 for large five room apartments (3BR). If the
reader examines Table 12 closely it will become evident that the amount
of money allocated for electricity allowances is inadequate.
It is interesting that the Atlanta Housing Authority does not
make charts like Tables 11 and 12 available to occupants. The occu
pants, however, are given a chart, that is attached to their lease, with
the electricity allowance expressed in kilowatt hours and the allowance
for gas per 1000 cubic feet.
It would seem that the intention of the Atlanta Housing Authority
is giving out charts expressed in this manner is to deliberately and
calculatingly inhibit understanding. It is very likely that occupants
would have a better understanding of their utility allowances if they
were expressed in money instead of kilowatt hours and cubic feet.
The allowances are inadequate and expresses itself each quarter
to most of the tenants living in housing projects. Very few tenants
escape excess charges for utilities each quarter. Those who do escape
the quarterly excess charge act niggardly when it comes to adequate
utilization of utilities.
It is assumed that, since so many tenants pay excess charges
every third month, that the allowance for utilities is inadequate. It
could be contended that the purpose of this policy is to force the
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tenants to participate in the payment of part of the utilities for the
Housing Authority, yet maintaining the illusion that all utilities are
furnished. That is, if the allowance is kept inadequate, the tenant
must pay for that part which will bring it up to an adequate allowance,
despite the fact that some low-rent housing projects are advertising
apartments with utilities furnished.
It is very clear to the bookkeepers that the excess utility
charges are separate from the rent; however, the tenant usually con
siders it as "extra rent" that is due every three months. This "extra
rent" opens a whole new area for investigation. It allows for a very
inconsistent and ellusive true cost for rent on a yearly basis which is
exploitative of the tenant.
CHAPTER III
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Welfare clients living in public housing where all utilities are
furnished pay more rent than non-welfare clients living in the same type
of public housing. In fact, welfare clients in this sample pay 60 per
cent more for rent than non-welfare clients. The reason welfare clients
pay more rent results from an agreement between the Public Housing
Administration, a federal agency, and the Georgia State Department of
Family and Children Services. This agreement created a system of rent
charges called "special welfare rents." Special welfare rents are
special rents charged to welfare clients living in low-cost public hous
ing and are different from the usual public housing rent which is based
on the family net income.
The scheme of "special welfare rent" is based upon the logic
that it would enable more welfare clients to be accepted as occupants
in public housing without causing an economic burden to the local
housing authority. The Atlanta Housing Authority contends that in order
to operate without a profit or loss, it must collect an average of
$36.83 a month from each of its units. If it were to accept welfare
clients on the basis of their net family income, each welfare family
would be paying the minimum rent which is $20.00. This minimum rent
would cause a deficit in operating cost. It contends that if in some
39
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manner the amount of money the welfare client receives for rent could
be raised the Housing Authority would gladly accept more welfare
recipients. Essentially the welfare-housing agreement accomplishes
this intention and more than that it "over accomplishes" its inten
tions because this study shows that in every case where matched cases
of welfare and non-welfare occupants are compared, welfare occupants
pay more rent than non-welfare occupants.
The original intention of special welfare rent is "over-
accomplished" in that welfare occupants pay, in a range, from 0 to
109 per cent more for rent than non-welfare occupants.
The implementation of special welfare rent is very confusing to
the welfare client, and often to housing managers and caseworkers. The
way it is figured causes an illusion. The illusion is that clients
living in public low-rent housing receive maximum welfare grants. This
study exposes this illusion in its explanation of how special welfare
rent is figured. It explains that although a maximum grant is awarded,
the rent is fixed so that the client living in public housing does not
receive any more "money in hand" benefits than a client that does not
receive a maximum grant that is not living in public housing. In other
words, the rent in public housing is so predetermined that the Atlanta
Housing Authority receives the real benefits from maximum grants to its
occupants on welfare rather than the welfare client.
Welfare clients living in public housing where all utilities are
furnished on a whole, receive slightly higher grants than welfare clients
not living in public housing. The median grant for clients in public
housing is $92.00 while the grant for clients in private housing is $86.
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Although grants in public housing for welfare clients are
slightly higher, the "money in hand" benefits are more nearly the same
or very likely less because of the number of "middle" grants for
clients living in private housing. Special welfare rent also distorts
the true picture of rents for clients living in public housing.
Whenever matched welfare cases were compared, and one family had
a combination of grants, i.e., OAA and AD or AFDC and AD, their grant
income was always higher than a family with a single source of income,
i.e., AD or AFDC. Combination source grants ranged from 9 per cent
to 127 per cent more than single source grants. The median combination
source grant is $115.00 per month, while the median single source grant
was only $80.00 per month.
There was an overall lack of understanding on the part of
families on how to take advantage of more than one source as grant
income. There was a general feeling that the, meaning one source,
welfare check was all one individual was entitled to each month. This
general feeling on the part of clients demonstrated that the information
and education aspects of the welfare program by the State Department of
Family and Children Services can be described as almost criminally in
adequate.
There are many inconsistencies in the rent charges in low-rent
housing projects where all utilities are furnished. These inconsis
tencies exist not only among different housing projects but exist
within the same housing project.
The cause of the many inconsistencies rest in the attitudes,
life experiences and job interpretations of the individual housing
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manager. The managers of the housing authority projects virtually have
"life and death" authority over the occupants living in units under
their management. The decision of the manager is absolute, there is
virtually no recourse, legal or otherwise, for the occupants. There
fore, a large amount of the inconsistencies are really personal decisions
of the individual housing manager.
The inconsistencies, however, cannot always be interpreted as
detrimental. In fact, some show definite advantages for the occupants.
Interpreted negatively, the inconsistencies appear to be unfair to the
group on a whole; however, interpreted positively, it would indicate a
humanization of a highly bureaucratic social welfare institution. The
personal attitude of the individual housing manager is the key to de
sirable or undesirable inconsistencies. There were three major
inconsistencies of low-rent public housing demonstrated in this study.
They were: (1) inconsistencies in rent charges for housing units accord
ing to family and apartment size, (2) inconsistent determination of rent
charges, and, (3) inconsistencies in the per cent of annual income
charged for rent.
The social implications of the study reveals a high concern on
the part of social welfare administrators for maintaining successful
institutions, and a lack of concern for the individuals served by the
institution. It appears that the individuals exist for the success of
the institution instead of the institution existing for the success of
the individual. Techniques and agreements are so designed to enhance
the success of the institutions. Elaborate schemes are developed to
insure this success.
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Although the policy making body appears to have more concern for
maintaining successful institutions, the individuals, i.e., caseworkers,
housing managers, etc., that work closely with the receivers of the
services, on a whole, exhibit a concern, and a willingness to aid the
receivers so that they will get the maximum benefit from the services.
However, people who work closely with the receivers do not make policies,
They are, in fact, limited by policy and are required to work within
the established regulations of the institutions in which they are em
ployed. Many, however, accomplish an admirable job within the
limiations of policies and they are to be congratulated.
It is the opinion of the investigator that the main objective of
the institutions involved have been de-emphasized, that is, they fail
to recognize that they exist for the benefit of the people and that
their true business is the making of successful people . . . not suc
cessful institutions.
Recommendations
In view of the data presented, the following recommendations are
made to the two public welfare agencies involved:
Recommendations to the Atlanta Housing Authority
1. Goal-directed social services be established in pub
lic housing projects for occupants.
2. Provide in each public housing project one "autonomous
occupant" to act as a advocate for occupants.
3. Rent regulations be revised so that it will encourage
rather than discourage occupants to seek employment.
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4. Re-define "family" in order to change housing regu
lations to.allow relatives that have a history of
living together to do so in public housing. Also
change regulations so that non-related "senior-
citizen" occupants be allowed, upon their request,
to share apartments and expenses.
5. Utility Allowance charts be revised. Allowances be
expressed in dollars instead of cubic feet and kilo
watt hours. (See Tables 11 and 12).
6. A study be made of excess utility charges in public
housing to evaluate if the utility allowances are
realistically adequate.
7. A study be made of the per cent of income paid for
rent by public housing occupants.
Recommendations to The State Department
of Family and Children Services
1. Special welafre rent be eliminated and substituted
with some other creative method which would enable
more welfare clients to take advantage of public
housing.
2. An information-education program be devised to
develop effective techniques of communicating facts
about available programs and services to welfare













































How long at present address?_
Before you moved here where did you live?_
Why moved ?_
What the most rent you have paid? Least?
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